Differentials in degree outcomes have been noted for some time, with research showing that not all types of undergraduate students enjoy comparable levels of attainment, even when prior qualifications are controlled for. This paper offers a new perspective by using regression models to examine interactions between the key variables that predict success among around 9,000 students at one major research-intensive UK university in terms of their chances of obtaining a 'good' (upper second or better) degree and a 'first' degree. As in previous studies, gender is found to be significantly influential, with female students' attainment being superior to that of male students. However, significant interactions are noted between gender, ethnicity and socio-economic class indicators. We interpret these interactions, along with school type effects, and discuss their potential implications for pedagogy and policy.
Introduction
Even though the most reliable predictor of degree-level outcomes remains the qualifications with which students enter university (Smith 2015) , evidence continues to mount that students' non-academic profiles also play an important role in influencing their likelihood of success. Most recently, reports by the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE, 2014) and the Department for Education (Crawford 2014) make clear that comparable A-level results do not translate into comparable outcomes for all groups in society.
The HEFCE (2014) study was the largest of its kind, looking at the achievements of an entire cohort of UK students (130,000 in total). After controlling for prior attainment, the research found significant variation in degree outcome according to gender (female students doing best), ethnicity (White students doing best), socioeconomic status (those from wealthier backgrounds doing best) and school type (state school pupils doing best). Crawford (2014) took a different approach but also identified key differentials based on school type. Most notably, she found that students educated at schools with the highest proportion of pupils eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) had better university outcomes than equal-attainment students educated at schools with the lowest proportion of FSM-eligible pupils. Both reports have potential repercussions for the admissions policies of selective universities, and for the way in which undergraduate students are taught.
Following studies such as Thiele et al. (2014) and Smith (2015) , we examine data, not from the whole sector, but from within one large UK university. The advantage of restricting the study to a single university is that cross-institutional variance can be controlled for, thus minimising variation caused by disparate universities having different grading criteria and degree-awarding regulations. Like previous studies, we define achievement in terms of students' likelihood of obtaining either a 'good' degree (an upper second or better) or a 'first'. We explore key variables in closer detail (e.g. by looking at the kind of state school most closely associated with success) and begin to consider previously overlooked interactions (e.g. by looking at whether headline findings about gender apply equally to, say, same-gender students of different ethnicities). Implications for admissions processes (and, therefore, social justice and social mobility) are then explored alongside implications for pedagogy with Higher Education.
Literature review
Gaps in attainment emerge well before young people reach university, and pre-18 educational attainment is an intensively researched topic both nationally and internationally (e.g. Strand 2012 , Demack, Drew, and Grimsley 2000 , Jephcote and Raby 2012 . As Smith notes, such attainment is "not social neutral" (2015, 17) . However, the focus of this paper is on how well equally qualified students perform once they reach university. One important reason to focus on degree-level attainment is that admissions to the UK's more selective universities are known to be far from fair (Boliver 2013 , Hemsley-Brown 2014 . Using data from the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS) for the period 1996 to 2006, Boliver (2013) found that even when attainment was controlled for, applicants from state schools and Black and Asian backgrounds were less likely to be made offers by selective universities. With regard to school type, she found that "when [students] from state schools do apply to Russell Group universities they seem to need to be better qualified than their private school counterparts by as much as a B-grade at A-level before they are as likely to receive offers of admission" (Boliver 2013, 359) . For Boliver, a fair admissions system can be judged in terms of whether it "at the very least provides equal access for those who are equally well qualified" (2013, 346) .
In relation to the school effect finding, Jones noted a persistent school type effect when examining the UCAS personal statements submitted to a leading UK university, with "major variation among statements composed by equal-attainment applicants" (Jones 2013, 397) . He offers this as a partial explanation for differences in the likelihood of students from different educational backgrounds being offered a place, highlighting variation in the exchange value of applicants' social and cultural value in the higher education admissions process. Those with high-prestige work experience were favoured by the system (Jones 2014) . Often, this experience was the result of extended personal and family networks (Hatcher and LeGallais 2008) , which also allowed insightful, and sometimes insider, advice about how to construct an application (Kirkland and Hansen 2011) . At interviews, some evidence connects selectors' decisions with unconscious bias. For example, Zimdars (2010) suggests that admissions personnel are more likely to recruit in their own image, thus creating a system in which those already advantaged by school type are potentially advantaged further at the point of selection. Such inequities add to the significance of evidence published by HEFCE (2014) and Crawford (2014) . It would appear that some of the very students likeliest to excel at university are some of those least likely to apply, even once prior attainment is controlled for. They are also some of the least likely to be offered a place on selective courses. With the impact of participation on social mobility well noted in the literature (Milburn 2012) , differentials in outcome need to be understood thoroughly if the admissions process is to be both evidence-based and fair.
Socioeconomic-background factors are often examined in relation to their effect on degreelevel outcomes, as measured according to various indicators, including school type and free school meals. For example, according to HEFCE's recent findings "students from disadvantaged areas tend to do less well in higher education than those with the same prior educational attainment from more advantaged area" (HEFCE 2014, 3) . However, the report also found that state school students tend to do better in their degree studies than students from independent schools. Similarly, Thiele et al. (2014) reported that students from lowperforming schools are most likely to achieve the highest degree classifications. HEFCE note that improved performance was not affected by the kind of state school attended: those "from community schools, foundation schools, sixth form colleges and voluntary controlled or aided schools all tend to do better than their independent school counterparts with the same prior educational attainment" (2014, 4) . Individual studies of the effect of school type on degree performance are now commonplace (e.g. Ogg, Zimdars, and Heath 2009, Marshall 2013 ). For example, Naylor and Smith (2002, 13) estimate that "on average, a student who attended an Independent school is 6.9% to 5.4% less likely to be awarded a 'good' degree compared to a student who attended a state sector school, ceteris paribus," noting that this trend is particularly pronounced among male students. Crawford (2014) also reports that, in raw terms, pupils who attended one of the 20% of secondary schools with the highest proportions of FSM-eligible pupils are, on average, more likely to drop out and less likely to graduate with a 'good' or 'first' degree than pupils who attended one of the 20% of secondary schools with the lowest proportions of FSM-eligible pupils. However, she then reports that this trend is reversed when attainment controls, in the form of low and high school value added, are put in place (Crawford 2014, 11) . Holding A-levels in 'facilitating 1 ' subjects was not found to affect degree outcomes in HEFCE's report. However, students whose A-level performance was above their school average were found to do better at university on a likefor-like basis compared with those whose performance was below their school average (HEFCE 2014, 32) .
In terms of ethnicity, Richardson (2008) found that the academic attainment of ethnic minority graduates at UK universities is lower than that of White graduates, noting that the trend was more pronounced for female, older students, and those studying part-time, and that variations in attainment were not explained by differences in entry qualifications. Richardson (2012) confirmed these findings (i.e. White students doing better than ethnic minorities) to be also applicable to distance education courses within the Open University. Results are reported both in regards to completion rates as well as attainment. The same author (Richardson 2010) found that variations in students' conceptions of learning between ethnic groups gives rise to variations in studying approaches, and concluded that "factors other than prior qualifications and conceptions of learning are responsible for variation in attainment across different ethnic groups" (535). Sanders and Rose-Adams expressed concerns about "higher education's natural instinct to debate definitions and to problematize constructs" in relation to the sector's "myopia" about the under-attainment of ethnic minority students (2014, 8) . HEFCE (2014) reported that students from different ethnicities have significant variation in degree outcome, with those classifying themselves as White consistently achieving higher degree outcomes than students recording other ethnicities.
Gender is also cited as a significant factor, albeit in sometimes contradictory ways. Simonite (2005) , for example, using the degree classifications of 22,433 UK graduates in mathematical sciences between 1994/95 and 1999/2000, applied multilevel modelling to institutional variations in the gender differences in achievement, finding no systematic gender difference at any level of entry qualifications. Mellanby et al. (2013) , on the other hand, investigated the sector-atypical tendency of men to outperform women in the final degree examinations at the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge. Drawing on a longitudinal study of 1,929 Oxford University applicants, they discovered that gender, performance in first year exams and their expectation of obtaining a 'first' were the strongest predictors of performance.
Many of the studies cited above, including Thiele et al. (2014) , explicitly call for interactions between key variables to be explored further. This study therefore models degree outcomes with the specific aim of measuring how the potential interactions of ethnicity, gender, school type and socio-economic status play out. By focusing on one large institution, we control for variables such as the way in which final award classifications are calculated, which is not consistent across the higher education sector, and the generosity (or otherwise) of marking procedures, which varies between disciplines (and even between individual markers) at any university, but is more likely to be consistent within one institution than across several.
Methodology
The University for which results are presented is a large research-intensive UK institution, and the data relate to three year group cohorts of students: those graduating in 2009/10, 2010/11 and 2011/12 . In this section we will present in more detail the restrictions we applied to the dataset, and the analytical approach followed.
Data and 'Sampling'
The data was obtained from the University's student records and combined with other Widening Participation (WP) and student finance datasets. The analysis was based on UK domicile undergraduates paying Home/EU fees who were awarded a degree under the British undergraduate degree classification system.
The data analysis included a range of socio-demographic and academic career variables; we first note the two variables relevant to WP since these also influence the sampling restrictions we list afterwards (we also denote how these variables are used to measure WP):
-Socio-economic status is defined through National Statistics Socio-Economic Classification (NS-SEC) data and relates to the occupation of a student's highest earning parent. The system classifies occupations into seven categories with the top 3 making up the category of higher socio-economic status (non-WP) and the bottom four the lower socio-economic status (WP) (see Table 1 ). -School Type denotes the institution students attended when they submitted their university application. The basic split is State (WP) and Independent (Non-WP) but for our analysis the state category is broken down further to reflect the diversity of state school provision (see Table 1 2 ).
Listed below are the sampling criteria for the data analysis, and the reasoning behind omitting/excluding various groups from this analysis:
-Students were included only if they were full-time and not distance learners.
-Students were included only if they had studied all three years at the host institution, to eliminate those that had received tuition and possibly been assessed for part of their degree at other institutions.
-Students were included only if they were enrolled on a three year course, because initial analysis uncovered significant differences between those students and those taking longer than three years to complete their degree. -Students were included only if they were young UK undergraduates, as WP measurements are available and comparable across this cohort only 3 .
-The study is restricted to UK students because the WP variables relate only to this group 4 , and because of pre-university qualification limitations: these qualifications are not comparable/equivalent across UK and international students. -Students were included only if they graduated with a classified degree, a general degree (awarded upon completion of a non-honours course that was not available to be classified) or an ordinary degree (degree awarded upon completion of a nonhonours course), following Richardson and Woodley (2003) . This meant there were low numbers of students in the JACS codes of medicine and dentistry (code 1) and Education (code I) which were excluded from the analysis.
As the research examined differential outcomes in university attainment, an important consideration was taking into account students' entry qualifications. As a pre-university qualification (control) variable (i.e. entry qualifications), we used average A-level grade data expressed as a points-score using the following grade scoring system: A=120, B=100, C=80, D=60 and E=40. In our sample the mean was 107.9 with a standard deviation of 10.4. The implications of using A-level data to control for entry qualifications imposed further restrictions to the data as detailed below: -The majority of young UK students entered the University with A-level qualifications. The analysis excluded the students entering the University with qualifications other than A-levels and therefore does not represent the whole University intake (following Hoare and Johnston, 2010). -General Studies was excluded from the A-level data as it is not accepted as part of the admission process within the university. A larger proportion of students from state schools entered the University with a general studies A-level (37.6%) compared to students from independent schools (14.1%) and across both groups the average grades for general studies were lower than all other A-levels 5 .
-Students were included only if they had three or more A-levels; individuals with other qualifications which may have contributed to their university admission were also excluded. -The data was also limited to students that registered at the University from 2007 because full entry qualification data was not available before this date.
The full dataset contained 9,373 graduates (as presented in Table 1 ) but there were some missing data at item level that resulted in records being omitted from the regression models, 3 Young students' socio-economic data relates to the occupation of their highest earning parent, whilst for mature students the data relates to their occupation prior to registering at the University (see Richardson and Woodley, 2003: 480-481) 4 Another consideration, as noted by Richardson and Woodley (2003, 480) is that 'the determinants of academic attainment might well be different in domestic and international students.' 5 The average grade for General Studies A-level was just above a C (84.9 points) and the average for all other A-levels was just above a B (105.6 points).
so the final sample we use for the regression analysis was 8,814. The analysis was performed with two outcome measures of students' university attainment. The initial split is between students achieving a 'good' degree (first class or upper second class) and a lower degree (lower second class, third class or pass degree). A further higher education outcome variable was created by categorising students to those gaining a 'first' degree and those who did not (i.e. they achieved upper second class or lower). Table 1 lists the variables used within the regression analysis 6 .
[ Table 1 about here]
Analytical Considerations
The first step in our analysis involved descriptive illustrations of degree outcomes and, in particular, the two outcome variables (obtaining a 'good' degree; obtaining a 'first' degree) based on the main variables shown to be important in previous work: gender, ethnicity, previous attainment, type of school attended. The data analysis then employed Generalised Linear Modelling of the two outcome variables based on various predefined explanatory variables in order to control for each other (Hoffman 2004, Hutcheson and Sofroniou 1999) . The most appropriate model given the binary nature of the outcome variables was the logistic regression model, implemented in R (R Development Core Team 2014) with the logit function in generalised linear models. Model selection was based on procedures where the emphasis was on selecting 'useful' models that incorporated theoretical judgements as well as statistical criteria applied to the sample data (Agresti 1996 , Weisberg 1985 . To this end, we avoided selecting models based entirely on statistical criteria and automated procedures such as step-wise selection and predefined the explanatory variables in our models based on findings from previous literature and the availability of the information (i.e. variables) in our dataset. Models were, thus, constructed on the basis of theoretical considerations and tested for violations of the regression model assumptions. Additional variables and interactions were also tested, to see if their inclusion in the models improved the model fit. Estimates of model-fit were based on BIC statistical criteria (see Burnham and Anderson, 2002; Claeskens and Hjort, 2002) . Interactions were finally considered to account for the interconnected effect of explanatory variables of interest on the response variables. For consistency in our findings between the two models (i.e. for 'good' and 'first' degree) we kept in the final models the interactions, even if they were not found to have a significant effect. The final models are then presented both in tables with the estimated coefficients and relevant statistics and graphical illustrations using effect displays to show the size and direction of the relationships (e.g. Fox 1978; Fox and Hong 2009).
Results
The main findings of our descriptive analysis are presented first. Such results should be treated with caution because they did not always control for entry qualifications or any other variables. We then present the results of our logistic regression modelling. Table 2 shows the distribution of degree outcome by gender, and demonstrates female students' greater likelihood of gaining a 'good' degree. Male students are less likely to achieve a 'first' and 3.5 times more likely to achieve a third class honours or pass degree.
Descriptive results
[ Table 2 about here] Figures 1 and 2 show the degree outcome distributions for ethnicity and school type respectively. White students are twice as likely to achieve a 'first' compared to Black students, and Asian students are over twice as likely to achieve a third class honours or pass degree as opposed to White students. In regard to the type of school attended by students before university, the most notable difference is that students from comprehensive schools achieve better outcomes than all other students, especially when compared to those coming from independent schools or a sixth form college (most notably in terms of attaining a 'first').
[ Figure 1 and Figure 2 about here]
Once again, it should be noted that this analysis did not control for entry qualifications or any other variables. In order to partly resolve this issue we present the relationship between the main outcomes and background variables of interest 'controlling' for prior attainment. In Figures 3 and 4 , the chances of achieving a 'good' or 'first' degree are respectively demonstrated in relation to the most common sets of A-level results with which students enter university. Figure 3 shows the relationship between degree outcomes and gender; Figure 4 shows the relationship of the same outcomes with ethnicity. The numbers below each of the A-level grades denote the sample size per category.
[ Figure 3 and Figure 4 about here] Figure 3 shows that female students consistently outperformed male students in terms of both outcomes when entry qualifications were controlled for. The differential was more pronounced in terms of the likelihood of gaining a 'good' degree than a 'first', with the performance gap being over 25% in the most extreme case. Male students did not outperform female students at any of the entry levels, in terms of either indicator. For ethnicity (Figure  4 ), the attainment gap between White and non-White students was evident for all students, at both 'good' and 'first' degree, other than for the small group (n=236) entering university with AAAB at A-level. The most common combination of entry grades was AAB, and within this group 84.7% of White students achieved a 'good' degree compared to 73.2% of non-White students. The attainment gap in degree outcomes grew wider at lower levels of A-level grade combinations.
Figure 5 examined degree attainment across state and independent school students, controlling for A-level entry qualifications. Patterns were less consistent than for gender and ethnicity. However, for 'good' degree attainment, state school pupils achieved higher levels across seven of the eleven A-level grade combinations. Across only two of the higher A-level entry qualifications (AAA and AAAB) students from independent schools were more likely to gain a 'good' degree compared to state school students. For 'first' degree attainment, the data suggested that state school students were again more likely to achieve better outcomes once entry qualifications were controlled for. The only A-level entry qualification category that independent school graduates outperformed state school graduates were AAAB, ABC and BCC. State school graduates were more likely to gain a 'first' degree across a range of common A-level entry qualification categories including ABB (n=1822), with 18.6% of state schools achieving a first class degree compared to 12.4% of independent school students.
[ Figure 5 about here]
Much of the evidence presented above is consistent with previously reported findings (e.g. HEFCE 2014). However, due to the complexity of the effects of these and potentially also other variables on the outcomes of interest, we needed more advanced modelling to account for all of the effects simultaneously. This is achieved with the regression models presented in the next section.
Logistic Regression Modelling Results
The goal of this section is to examine how the variables noted above interact with one another in order to gain a more nuanced understanding of the issues surrounding degree-level achievement. As with earlier sections, we begin by discussing the predictors of a 'good' degree, and go on to look at the predictors of a 'first' degree. Table 3 presents detailed results of the model, both with the coefficients as well as the odds ratios, which are easier to interpret. For example, looking at a subject's (JACS codes) effect on a good degree, we could see that students doing "Technologies" or "Creative Arts And Design" subjects were more than 8 times as likely as students in "Mathematical Sciences" (the reference category) to obtain a good degree.
Modelling 'Good' Degree Attainment Outcome
[ Table 3 about here]
[ Figure 6 about here]
The effects of the explanatory variables are best illustrated by the effect plots. The effects plots of Figure 6 display the key findings across the main explanatory variables: the plots model the probability of attaining either a good degree (or first class degree in Figure 7 ) across each variable whilst controlling for other independent/explanatory variables. The probability is represented by the point estimate and confidence intervals for each estimate are included in the effects plots.
In terms of attaining a 'good' degree, Table 3 and Figure 6a show that entry qualifications are the strongest predictor of success. However, Figure 6c also shows clearly that coming from a comprehensive school leads to a significant advantage over other 'known' backgrounds: Independent, Grammar or Sixth Form College. Interactions between different variables are also revealing. For example, as discussed earlier, ethnicity affects degree outcome. However, it does not affect female and male students equally, and the differences here are among some of the most striking in our analysis (see Figure 6b) . Among White students, we find that female students perform significantly better than male students. We also find that being Black or Asian is more disadvantageous for female students than for male students, since we do not find statistically significant differences between White male students, on one hand, and Asian or Black male students, on the other. To put this from an alternative perspective, gender differentials are only statistically significant in the White group.
Similarly, socio-economic status affects ('good' degree) outcomes for female students more than it affects outcomes for male students: in fact, as shown with Figure 6d , we did not find statistically significant differences among male students based on socio-economic grouping. However, for female students, those from higher socio-economic groups fared significantly better than female students from lower socio economic group.
Modelling 'First' Degree Attainment Outcome
The regression estimates for the logistic model of 'first' degree attainment are presented in the Appendix. For simplicity, we have focused on selected effect plots, presenting the same information as above for ease of comparison.
[ Figure 7 about here]
In terms of attaining a 'first' degree, ethnicity was once again found to be significant, with White students more likely than Black or Asian students to achieve the highest grade when other factors were controlled for. Figure 7 demonstrated that the trend for 'firsts' was less pronounced among female students than it was for 'good' degrees, but the ethnicity effect remained stronger for female students than male students with respect to both outcomes. As also reported in the Table in the Appendix, the effect of the interaction between ethnicity and gender was not significant when it came to 'first' degree awards. As shown with Figure 7b , we can see that the differences between the White compared to the Asian and Black groups were significant for females but not for males.
The same applied for socio-economic status. The patterns were similar for the interaction between socio-economic class and gender when we move from looking at a 'good' degree to a 'first'. In terms of female students' likelihood of achieving a 'first', being from a higher socio-economic class was an advantage. For male students, no socio-economic differential was observed.
The ways in which school type affected a student's likelihood of achieving a 'first' were finally similar to the ways in which it affected the likelihood of any 'good' degree being attained: students from comprehensive schools were significantly more likely to obtain a 'first' compared to students from Independent, Grammar or Sixth Form College/Centre.
Discussion
Our regression modelling uncovered a number of significant associations. 'Good' and 'first' degree outcomes were both found to be significantly associated with entry qualification. The relationship between entry level qualifications is linear in terms of a 'good' degree, but exponential in terms of 'first' (see Figures 6a and 7a) . In other words, students whose prior attainment was excellent were increasingly likely to excel at university. When findings were controlled for prior attainment and the other explanatory variables (including subject areas), so that all comparisons were on a like-for-like basis, the following observations were noted:
-School type had a significant effect on degree outcome in both models, giving an advantage to students from comprehensive schools in terms of their likelihood of attaining both 'good' and 'first' degrees. -For 'good' degree outcome, significant interactions were identified between gender and ethnicity as well as between gender and socio-economic status indicators: being female was a key predictor of attaining a 'good' degree, but being female and White was significantly more advantageous than being female and non-White; similarly, being female and of higher socio-economic status was significantly more advantageous than being female and of lower socio-economic status. The differences for male students were less pronounced. -Interactions were not statistically significant for modelling 'first' degree outcomes, even though the effect plots showed similar patterns as for the 'good' degree, with gender dominating the effects.
In relation to the higher education performance of students from different school types, this paper has confirmed the findings of previous studies and shown that students from state schools are more likely to become high achievers (i.e. to be awarded a 'first' degree) than those from independent schools who enter university with the same qualifications. We see this as evidence that the full academic potential of high ability state school children is not always realised until those children reach university. However, we also note that patterns are less pronounced when socio-economic status is investigated. School type is a more reliable indicator of degree-level performance than indicators such as family income or LPN (low participation neighbourhood).
Consistent with previous research in the area is our finding that White students and female students outperform ethnic minority students and male students once at university, even when entry qualifications are controlled for. However, our multivariate analyses of good degree shows that the extent of this outperformance is more complicated, and hidden within the interaction of gender and ethnicity as well as between gender and social class.
Crawford (2014) resists treating the relationship between students' backgrounds and their degree outcomes as causal, but instead frames her argument in terms of students from nonselective or low-value-added state schools having higher 'potential' than those from selective or high-value-added state schools. She offers a number of explanations for differentials in the university behaviour and performance of students from different educational backgrounds 7 , including credentialisation (some students' attainment not reflecting their true ability because of what can be interpreted in terms of either a "teaching effect" (Ogg et al. 2009 ) or, conversely, as students' "unobserved ability" (Crawford 2014, 59) ) and preparedness (some students developing learning skills that are appropriate for GCSE and A-level exams, but not necessarily transferable to the kind of problem-solving, independent thinking, research-driven context of higher education). According to Crawford, those from independent or selective schools "might be more poorly equipped for the methods of study required at university than those from non-selective community schools" (2014, 59).
The preferential outcomes of White students, in this and other studies, are more difficult to interpret. Sanders and Rose-Adams note the "size and deceptive homogeneity of the 'White' ethnic descriptor" (2014, 7) and this paper goes some way to unpick the characteristics of White students that correlate significantly with higher attainment. A key finding is a particular advantage observable for female White students. Sanders and Rose-Adams (2014) point to the institutional strategies for teaching and learning as a possible area for exploration, suggesting that staff and student expectations may affect outcomes.
Pedagogy may also be relevant to the effect of subject area, which seems to significantly affect the degree outcomes. This research does not discuss the effect of discipline in detail since we mainly used this as a control variable. However, as indicated in our results, there seems to be an obvious disadvantage of students in mathematical sciences and engineering in gaining a 'good' degree outcome. Students in most of other subjects are about at least twice as likely to get a 'good' degree than students in mathematical sciences (and the ratio is even greater in engineering). This might be relevant to the transitional experiences of students in these STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics) areas. Previous studies have also addressed these issues with attitudinal measures of students experiences (Pampaka, Williams, and Hutchenson 2012 , Pampaka, Hutcheson, and Williams 2014 .
The evidence presented here suggests that a more fine-grained understanding of those expectations may be needed. Are assumptions being made relating to gender and socioeconomic status as well as ethnicity? How do these variables connect and correlate with one another? Such interactions, our evidence suggests, are key predictors of degree-level attainment.
Conclusion
This paper has confirmed that entry qualifications are not the only significant predictor of students' degree-level performance. By limiting our study to a single university, we have controlled for many of the variables that affect degree classification. Yet we still find significant differentials in performances, some of which previous studies may have understated because of a tendency to focus on broad categories rather than the hidden interactions between them. Our main contribution has been to demonstrate that performance indicators are complicated by these interactions. For example, being female increases the likelihood of attaining a 'good' degree, but only White female students benefit from a statistically significantly boost. Similarly, female students of higher socio-economic status benefit from a significantly greater boost than female students of lower socio-economic status. This may have consequences for admissions process, as Crawford (2014) and others suggest, and it may also have implications for teaching and learning cultures within the higher education sector (Richardson 2010; Sanders and Rose-Adams, 2014) .
Despite these persistent attainment differentials, Smith (2014) suggests that the influence of background characteristics is less influential on students' performance in higher education than it is during earlier points of their schooling. University offers an important opportunity to level the educational playing field. As Crawford (2014) and others point out, degree-level performance differentials have relevance to those selection procedures in which many studies (Zimdars 2010; Jones 2012; Boliver 2013 ) have already noted elements of unfairness. However, performance differentials cannot be corrected by simple 'adjustments' at the point of entry. In order for universities to understand and militate against wider social stratifications in society, further (qualitative) research is needed to understand better the underlying causes of (and possible remedies for) those differentials. List of Tables and Figures   Table 1 : Sample description based on the main explanatory variables used in our models 
